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Preliminary Archaeological Investigations in the Sierra de Tamaulipas, 
Mexico, Richard S. MacNeish. Transactions of the American Philosophical 


Society, new series - vol. 48, part 6, 1958. Pp. 210, 31 tables, 51 figs. 
$5.00. 


This is a prodigious and wondrous work, MacNeish has performed 
an enormous labor both in the field and in the laboratory and has opened to 
archaeology a new territory of considerable importance and impressive re- 
sources. In many regards, his cultural vision is excitingly broad and, as 
usual, his energy, enthusiasm, and good humor stand out for all to see, It 
is all the more disconcerting, therefore, to find that certain of his basic 
theoretical premises and the resultant uses of depiction data tend to make 
some of his more central conclusions highly suspect, if not downright im- 
possible to believe. And an astonighing daticabs, in his presentation, of 
what is usually considered to be minimal scientific precision does not give 
the reader much added confidence to counter~balance these suspicions. 

MacNeish opens with a section on Problems and Method, and it is 
pleasing to report that throughout the entire publication he has provided 
reasoned explanations of his aims and procedures, so that the reader is 
made aware of these basic data which, in most archaeological reports, a_re 
shamefully neglected. If for no other reason (and nae are actually many 
other reasons), this monograph is a valuable contribution to the literature. 
I look forward to assigning it to advance students as an exercise in the 
analysis or archaeological theory and method. Following this section, there 
is one on The Area, including descriptions of the environment, the ethno- 
history, and the exploration and conquest of the State of Tamaulipas. What 
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is more to the point, MacNeish actually uses these data in his later inter 
pretations, There follow detailed sections on the excavations, the surveyed 
sites, and the artifacts. The final section is titled Conclusions and brings 


together the significant aspects of the foregoing substantive information to- 
gether with comparative studies of ertinent cultural complexes in Mexico 

and Texas. Chronology is also treated, both relatively and absolutely, using 
Carbon-14 dates and seriated data from Tamaulipas and other regions. This 
section also includes a great deal of hitherto unpublished, empirical infor- 
mation (on northern and southwestern Tamaulipas) which, it seems to me, 
would have better been presented in a separate section and not in the Con- 
clusions,which are usually i RT the synthetic and generalizing in 
nature, 

From his investigations, MacNeish sets up a sequence of one lithic 
complex and sight cultural phases. These are arranged in chronological 
order extending from pre-10,000 B, C. (geological Date), through 0-14, 
dates of 7320 and 2500 B, C, and 1292 A. D., to historic times (from Span- 
nish goods found in a Los Angeles (eight) Phase context). Inferences based 
on comparative typology, particularly of the lithic industries of Texas and 
the ceramic industries of the Huasteca, are used to corroborate the sequw nce 
in Tamaulipas. He also adduces data from climatic and ecological changes and 
the local geological ar of deTerra and Glen Evans in explanation of dating 
and cultural ecology. 

The sites which MacNeish found include caves, open camp sites, 
villages with house-pletfoms and evidence of wattle-and-daub structures, 
and what may be called towns with house-platforms, formal plazas, pyramids, 
and in one instance a ball court. Artifactual material from the early 
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lithic complex and his four earliest phases is la rgely of stone; agri- 
culture appears first in the La Perra (third) Phase and pottery in the Lag- 
una (fifth) Phase of his sequence. Special mention should be made of the 
finds of domestic plants, particularly of primitive maize, which MacNeish 
found in deposits attributed to the La Perra Phase dated around 2500 B.C, 
These specimens have aroused much interest and have been the basis for 
important studies on early American agriculture by Mangelsdorf, MacNeish, 
and others. 

Throughout his study and especially in the summary sections, hs 
has used evidence fron many sources and many aspects of his material to 
support inferences as to the life of the people and the historical and 
cultural significance of what he found. He has, in 4 word, employed a 
conjunctive approach and,whether we eM@agree with all his conclusions or 
not, the point is that he has tried and, it may be added, succeeded in a 
great many cases, In his last section, which is entitled Problems and 
Speculations,his viewpoint is broadly enthropological in that he has made 
statements and asked questions which indicate his interest in the study of 
culture itself, as examplified and particularized by his Tamaulipas material. 
To me at least, this is stimulating and cause for gincere congratulation, 

Within the stipulated limits of this review, it is completely inposs- 
ible to de critical justice to 2 work such as tids. A reasoned and docu- 
mented amilysis, bringing out the points of strenght and weakness, would 
involve many pages of text. MacNeish's report deserves such a treatment 
because of its theoretical and substantive implications and particularly be- 
cause, contrary to usual practice and to his great credit, he has written 
his report so as to provide the means to conduct such an analysis, Howe 
ever, although a proper job is impossible here, I must discuss at least 
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some of those disconcerting premises and uses of data which were mentioned 
in the first paregraph above, 

I have found it most difficult to accept the cultural units which 
MacNeish sets up in this report.because the picture he presents is so neat 
and simple in derivation, yet so full of complex implications in final product. 
My own experience in very couparable sites has produced much more complicated 
stratigraphy, many more seriation problems, and far fewer cultural isolates, 
But because I feel that MacNeish's evidence deserves serious consideration, I 
have returned again and again to the analysis, trying to probe deeper into his 
procedures and his premises and thus to uncover the causes of my feelings of 
doubt and malaise. I believe that I now have the answer, or at least pert of 
it. 

MacNeish seems to have made a conscious or unconscious effort to simplify 
his cultural synthesis and, as a result, has eversimplified. He now presents a 
picture which has a eatittude eof individual cultural units succeeding one 
another in a relatively simple progression through time, rather than a smaller 
number interacting among themselves and with their natural environment in a 
much complicated manner. I believe this to bs the result of certain of his 
basic, perhaps unconscious, premises which I shall try to elucidate. To him, 
a change in artifactual inventory (however slight) plus a difference in excavation 
unit (however determined) is reason to establish a separable cultural entity 
which he generaélly calls a "phase" and which he considers couparable with other 
cultural entities.on a one-to-one basis and without further analysis or qualificationg 
Further, I believe that MacNeish is too trusting, too depending, even naive, in 
his cross-cultural comparisons, as in his inferences based on the single, 
so-called Teotihuacan point found in Diablo Cave and in his identification of 
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many Tamaulipas artifact types with those from other areas, The combination 

of these prenises has permitted him to establish a sequence of cultural phases 
that he uses as a touchstone against which to compare and to place chronologically 
a host of other artifact congeries. 

As it happens and as MacNeish himself admits in several places, this 
sequence of phases actually constitutes a continuum of artifact types which is 
broken significantly only by the advent of agriculture, pottery, and 4 very few 
other cultural traits. It is easily demonstrable from a purely methodological 
point of view that, if such a master sequence constitutes a continuum or a 
edéeeable approximation thereto, any congeries of comparable traits, however 
determined, can be found to fit the continuum st some point or other within any 
required degree of exactitude which is not too demanding. This can be done for 
congeries associated in the ground and preduced by excavation; it can be done for 
congeries picked from the surface; it can be done for congeries taken from 
completely random collections. The cultural and chronological significance of 
the placement is seen to depend, therefore, not so mich on the fact of fit, but 
on the acceptability of the degree of fit and on the criteria by which the or 
iginal sequence was established and by which the compared congerles were assembled. 

It is in this regard that MacNeish has failed to provide satisfaction, 
with the consequence that his mster sequence and his later comparisons are, 
to the present reviewer, strongly suspect. To te specific, his mster sequence 
was built largely on the basis of findings in Diablo Cave, but his determination 
of phases at this site is certainly questionable, if not definitely unbelievable, 
For example, it is evident that his Los Angeles Phase consists of materials ® und 
either in the surface ash-layer or, where this layer was not present, in a 
subjacent, arbitrarily delimited, six-inch level of the succeeding refuse deposit, 
The artifacts found in the remainder of this refuse deposit are assigned to 
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another phase entirely, evidently on the sole basis of mensurated, and 
hense arbitrary, straltigraphic position. Here we see a prime example of 
MacNeish's "one excavation unit / one cultural unit" premise. 

We see the same at the other end of the stratigraphic column in the 
game site. The artifacts which were found in the silts lying on the cave 
floor at the back of the cave are said to represent the Lerma Phase, while 
artifacts, which MacNeish himself says are identical with one exception to 
those designated as Lerma end which were found in the identical silts and 
&@lso upon the cate floor but in the front of the cave, are set apart as 
representing what he calls the Diablo Complex, The presence of a terrace- 
gravel remnant within the silt deposit has evidently influenced MacNeish 
to separate the artifacts above and below into separate "cultural" units, 
This contention cannot be supported except on a rather rigid "one excavation 
unit / one cultural unit" basis. In other words, the unit of excavation, as 
determined bymodern civil engineering, constitutes the basis for distinguishing 
"cultural" phases at this important site. This theoretical precept is brought 
to & reductio ad absurdum when, in his analysis of site Tm ¢ 29, he attributes 


a different cultural complex or phase to each of his four, arbitrary, six- 
inch levels of excavation and equates each without remainder or combination 
with previously~named complexes and phases from other sites, 

It is further indicative of his "one congeries / one phase" premise 
that of the sixty-two sites reported from his surface survey only three are 
said to contain representations of more than one phase (three are given no 
phase designations at all). On strictly a priori grounds, I was skeptical that 
such an unusual situation existed. After an analysis of trait lists and per- 
centages and when these had been compared with similar data from the excavated 
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was overwhelming. MacNeish seems to make no allowance for small inventories, 
especially those gathered from surface sites, and his equations, if they are 
based on artifact types and percentages at all, are made with a latitude and 
inconsistency extending to the point of meaninglessness, 

A final example of this "one congeries / one phase" premise is 
basic to his estimates of aboriginal community size and site occupation, 
Again on @ priori grounds, I was skeptical that, at a distance of five to 
nine thousand years, there could be ayy validity in 2 statement that, be- 
cause a site was from four to one hundred feet in diameter and had refuse 
not over three inches deep, the arboriginal comunity ecnsisted of from 
two to ten people and the occupation lasted for from one day to six weeks. 

It is at once apparent that MacNeish has nade no allowances for multiple, 
intermittent, sequential occupations over long periods of time nor considered 
the possibility that other factors than time might have influenced the depth 
and distribution of refuse, either originally or subsequently in the millenia 
after deposition. To him, if it is "one deposit" according to his own way of 
thinking, then it is"one phase", even "one band", even "one occupation." 

In closing, I would like to offer some suggestions: the possibility 
that the cultural sequences and interactions in Tamaulipas are considerably 
more complicated than MacNeish has given them credit for being; the possibility, 
if not the probability, that the culturel deposits themselves, particularly 
those in the deeper cave sites, are not so "“sinple" as he says they are; the 
possibility that MacNeish's findings might more realistically and more 
significantly be grouped into three units (with subdivisions to be determined 
at some later time after more field and laboratory work?): 
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I - (Los Angeles) 
(La Salta) 
II - preencynd 
Laguna) 
Almagre) 
III - (La Perra) 
Nogales) 
Lerma) 
However, the assemblage designated as Lerma Phase (together with the 
Diablo Complex) may well constitute a validly separabhe unit, but at 
the moment this cannot be supported except by very few date and a "hunch.! 
This has been a challenging monograph to analyse, I have enjoyed 
it tremendously as an exercise in archaeological theory not only because 
of jts content which has been absorbing but because ¢ the wealth of ideas, 
premises both implicit and explicit, assumptions, theoretical pestures and 
examples of method that MacNeish has incorporated in this valuable, yet 


husanly fallible,work 


Walter W,. Taylor 
Southern Illinois University 
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oinder to Walter Taylor ILO: auc 


ve .approach:or conjunctivitis? 


As a rule I do not write criticism or rejoinder to back 
reviews of ny publications. With Taylor critical review, however, 
an exception is being made, I deviate from my nommal procedure for 
& number of reasons, First, Taylor has misinterpreted the premises 
and resultant methodology employed in my investigations in the Sierra 
de Tamaulipas and I would like (again) to set the record straight. 
Secondly, he has offered opinions and interpretation about the 
Tamaulipas data on my analysis that either are not justified or are 
not very constructive. I believe one should correct Taylor in these 
matters, and’finally, I find that Taylor and I represent diametrically 
opposed attitudes with ie to a number of aspect of the study of 
archaeology, and I feel baal a sides should be heard. Not only do 
we differ as to the purposes, pothodoLogy and what part of the 
: archaeological data should be emphasized but we even have taken 
different roles in this field of endeavor, I feel my function in. 
archaeology is to collect, analyze and mde available archaeological 
information in "hnmaniy’ fallible work"s while Taylor seems t mve 
reserved for himself, on clear cool Olympian heights, the position 
of anfallible destructive critic of the archaeological endeavors of the 
lowly mortals sweatting at the bottom of archaeological trenches or in 
laboratories. | 

The main purpose of this rejoinder is, however, to condider 
the main points of his review with which I have reason for dissagreement, 
They fall into two catogories.(1) A basic criticism and (2) a number of 
different pininbes ooh Libkiacrei vai hin concerning the materials from the 
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Sierra de Tamaulipas. Let us consider the basic criticism first. 


Y Tayloa’s main criticism concerns premises he assumes I made, one of 


which reputedly was: "a change in artifactual inventory (however slight) 
plus a difference in excavation unit (however determined) is reason to 
establish a separable cultural entity which he generally calls a phase 
and which he considers comparable with other cultural amtities on a one- 
to-one basis without further analysis or qualifications", Taylor having 
assumed this was my premises pes on to state that "the master sequence 


‘was built largely on this basis of the findings in Diablo Cave" and that 


. by using a "one excavation unit ~ one cultural unit" premise for the in> 


interpretation of the materials set up uncqualifiedyin this site. These, 


in turn, were used for comparision with those from similiarly ill-defined 


- Guiturel units from other sites. This, he feels, led to the establishum t 


of & multitude of siaple cultural units on the basis of my "one congery = 
phase premise", For those who have read carefully and understand my report, 


ae please bear with me, while I refute Taylor's beliefs by briefly repeating 


what my preaise actually were and by showing that my resultant methodology 
bears no ressemblance to that which Taylor speculated I used. As indicated 


on page 9, my major premise is that a distinctive congery couposed of an 


adequate sample of artifacts and traits that occured at one or more (puz ) 
components, each of which repiesent an occupation that occured at what 
for heuristic purposes, is considered a moment in time, shall be the beds 
for establishing ea phase. A primary sctbetiaxy to this is that congeries 
of artifacts (however smal) which come from excavation units (however 


defined) may be tentatively and with definite qualifications onsigned 


to one of the established phases on the basis of lisited similiarities 
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(until more data is available), A second corollary is that in cases 

where there are no established phases, distintivee congeries that occur 

at one or mere (preferably more) components or site collecti n may b@ tentatively ~~ 
classified as belonging to complexes. Thus, it is immediately apparent that 

Taylor did not discern the major premise and some how replaced it with premises 
something like the corollaries t: it. He made this mistake in spite of the 

fact that I used the word phase as opposed.to complex, pure components in 
distinction to whelide, probable and doubtful Components or site collections 

and talked about certain phases not being recognize until certain pure 

components occurred, etc. 


Now briefly let me re-iterate how on what basis the pahses were 
established. Then will further illustrate that my major premises were not 
what Taylor said they were and that the master sequence definitly, was not 
“based largely on the findings in Diablo Cave", In actual fact, these 
phases (originally called periods of the Pueblito culture, see MacNeish, 
1947, pp 3 - 5) were estalbished in 1946, before I even heard cf Diablo Cave. 
On the surface of & house-platform at. ™ r 79, ina layer (1) above a _ 
burned floor and below the humus and burned fragments of house walls, 
(representing a relatively short occupation) was found a distinctive congery. 
On the same house-platform in level 2, a large sample of a very similar 
congery was found in the 2 inch burned floor, which obviously represented a 
single short time occupation. This same congery occurred in a third Seer: 
Level on top of house-platfomm II at Tm r 78. These three pure components 
with large sample of almost the sane congeries are the basis for the | 
establishment of the La galta phase, Later Tm ¢ 322 and Tm r 323 with large 
- gample of a very simila congery were considered probable components. They 
were given this less definite status because bhe materials came from a 
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context that. did not indicate a definite single occupation and thus 
supplemented the phase but were not necessary to its establishment. 

Tm r 80, Tm c 289, Tm r 90, Im c 314 layer 2 and house 2 of Tm r 78 with 
small samples of what seem to be 4 similar congery found in either surface 
collection or in poorly understood stratigraphic context, were thought 

of as possible (qualified) components. Thus from our initial work, it is 
apparent that neither the premises nor method Taylor conceived I used, 
did in fact occur, However, let m contimme. Next established was the 
Eslabones phases consist on its abundant materials of a new distinctive | 
congery found first in level 3 ( a house floor) at Tm r 8&6 and duplicated 


- dn two test pits in house-platfom floors at Ta r 6. Supplementing these 


pure components were large samples of similar congeries in Tm r 8&6, level 1 
and 23 Tm r 29, level 3 and 4 and from the surface of Tm r 304, all considered 


a enly probable components because the materials did not come from well defined 
occupational levels. Classified as possible components were the more poorly 


represented similar congeries from layer 2 of Tm c 81, layer 3 of Tm c &2, 
the surface from Tm r 311 and the surface of Tm c 327 (all with poorly 
defined occupational layers). Laguna was defined at the same time, based 
on abundant eatephichi of still another distinctive congery that occurred 

in pire components in level 4 (a floor level), level 5 (a floor levei), 
level 6 (a floor level and pit), of Tm r 8 and level 1-3(a house floor 

and a thin mantle of refuse between two houses) from Tm r 172, Surface 
collections and materials from poorly defined occupational layers of similar 
miterial from Tu r 187, Tm r 262, Tm r 301, Im r 68, Tm r 302, Tm.r 310, were 
probable components (not necensaity to the establishment of the phase). 
Layer 1 of mc 174, Tm r 324, level 7 of Tmr 8, Tm ¢ 328, Im r 185, 

T™m r 186, Tm r 223, Im r 188, Ta r 195, Tm r 196, and T™ r.194 were 
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hesitatingly considered components of the phase either because of 

limited sample of what seemed to be this same congery and of or because 

the samples occurred in poorly defined occupational contexts, While all 

three of these phases were pretty well established in 1946, tle Los 

Angeles phase was only recongnized as a cmt at that time, The 

Los Angeles were established in 1949 on the basis of an adequate sample 

of materials of still another distinctive congery from level 1 

(a four ine layer of refuse having postholes extending down from it) 

at Tm c 83, plus a similar congery from three floors (level)1) from 

“Tm ¢ 31, and a similar congery from the ash level of Tmc él, layer 1 

and 2 of Tm 82, layer 2 and 3 of tm c 83, Tm ¢ 198 and Tm ¢ 316 had 

Similar congeries and were considered probable components while collection, 
(often smaller and less similar) from the surface of Tme L7h4y Tm ¢ 325, 

Ta ¢ 274, Ta ¢ 308, Tm ¢ 220, Tm ¢ 221, Tm e 268, Tm ¢ 8h, Tm e 222, 

Ta ¢ Bhy Tm ¢ 85, Ta ¢ 296,-'T © 312, To 197, Tc 329, ™ 6 326, Tm © 220 
and Tm ¢ 338, were at best possible components, 


hn 1949, the Lema phase was established on the basis of still 
another distinct congery found in other pure components, namely the 
sealed in zone D (with its two floors, level 5 and 6) of Tm ec 174, and 
the sand layer zone D (which include two hearth areas floors X and Y) 
at Ime 61. me 305, Tme Sl, alyer 4 and Tm ¢ 17h, alyer 4 were 
obviously mixed though!i one of the mixed elements may have been Lerma, 
La Perra was next established on the basis a distinctive congery in the 
grey ash zone with a pit and burial in it in level $ of Tm ¢ 315 ae well 
as in the definate vegetable layer floor (layer 3) at Tm ¢ 174 and the 
vegetable lenses (one to 4 florrs) in layer 2 of Tm ¢ 17h, ‘Suppleam ting 
these pure étieponainta were similar congeries in level 9 of Tm ¢ 315 and 
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layer 5 of Tm ¢ 82 while Tm ¢ 175a, Tm ¢ 189 and Tm ¢ 317 were possible 
components, Alamagre was not established as a phase until 1955, when 
another distinctive congery was found in the grey ash floor of (level 5) 
as well as in the dark refuse occupational layer (6 + 7 of Tm c 315. 
Tm ¢ 62 layer 4 was a probable component while tentative or possible 
components were Tm ¢ 314 layer 3, Tm c 175, Tm ¢ 179, Tm ¢ 300, 
Tm ¢ 312 and Tm c 339. Nogales was not establish as phase until a 
| distinctive congery was found in the fossil bone part of the sandy refuse 
gone D with its pits in Tm ¢ 314, though layer 3 of Tmc 81, layer 6 - 7 
of Tm ¢ 82, level 4 of Tm ¢ 29 had sinilar materials in layers that 
| could not be established as comming from definate occupational zones, 
uae Ta ¢ 89, Tm ¢ 313, Tm ¢ 176, Tm ¢ 177, Tm ¢ 30, Tu ¢ 32, Tm ¢ 21, Tm ¢ 39, 
: ae Tm © 169, Tm c 163, Tm ¢ 190 anf ™ ¢ 22 were possible components. 
. Thus neither the premises nor the method Taylor assumes I used were in 
actual fact employed. How or why he arrived at these misconceptions I 
‘e got know. A number of possibilities come to my mind: that my pregentatdon 
and Writing was not clear; that his reading was not careful or thous nu fh 
enough; or that because of Taylor's original skepticism (he missues the 
term & priori) from a perusal of the survey data, and the numerous "neat 
and cultural units", a biasis was formed that warped his judgement, 


Now ot us take up some of Taylor's opinions about the monograph 
and my analysis. Piroty is the statenent in ny eross~cultural comparisons 
| (of artifact type) I am to trusting, to depending, even naive, Taylor 
a use as an example "the so- called Teotihuacan point" in Diablo Cave | 
associated with Eslabones materials whieh because of similiarity in form 
: and manufacturing technique to cn free the edit bun cas time period 
allowed me to infer that Eslabones and Teotihuacan overlapped in time. 
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I would like to point that Eslabones, also, had mold-made fragments 

like Teotinmuacan, it has many obvious ceramic similiarities to Huasteca 
Period III that Ekholm has shown to be related to Teotihuacan and that in 
1958, Nicholson found actual Teotihuacan trade sherds at an Eslabones site, 
(Tm r 304) Was my inference really so bad, and are the rest of them of 
this caliber? Let me, also, add that the establishment of cross-cultural 
relationship is based on comparison of archaeological materials from 
different areas and here I had difficulties. In fact, I would like » 

ask Taylor where are the answers to my letters of May 2lst, 1951 and 


Lb December 10, 1956,, requesting exchange of archaeological informations 


_ between Cohauela and Tamaulipas? In conclusions, I would like to point 
out that if I erred in pushing my cross-cultural relationships too far 
I would gather have done this if only for the fact that I may lead others 


te test these relationships, rather than giving no information at all or give 


opinions so conservative that they stimilate no one, 


In his closing section, Taylor has offered three more opiniom, some §f- 
these I partially agreed with but, I would like to point out our differences 
and the reasons for them, First, Taylor suggests thatthe exter 
sequences and interactions in Tamaulipas are more complicated than I give 
them credit for being, When we get a more esrplete knowledge of the 
culturel phases, their interactions, the total material culture and 

social aspects of the phases po a through knowledge of the various 
ecological factors, a very complicated situation will undouthebly be found, 
Quite ‘frankly with only preliminary investigations when such can not be 
really understood, I saw no reason for euphasd gine their complexity md 
presented the findings as simply and thoroughly as I could. Second, 
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Taylor believe that the cultural deposits of my excavated caves were not 
all as simple as I say they are. In actual facts, I only say thet tk 
_ deposits of Tm ¢ 174 was not complex and that (part of) Tm 81 was 
relatively simple. Tm c 82, Tmc 324, Tm c 315 and all (60) surveyed 
sites were definitely not simple (and again I saw no need of emphasizing 
this fact in my writing). The very fact that out of the 32 excavations 
units in the caves, only eleven could be considered pure components shoult 
illustrate the point that deposits were complex, If Taylor want a definite 


statement, here it is -- The cave deposits for the most part are complicated 


and these I dig only when no other ones are available. 


Finally, Taylor believes that my culturel units might be "more 
peepee ser lay and significantly be grouped into three units", Since on 
page 166 - 167, table 22, of my report there is a similar classification, 
Taylor is not very original (or he din't read the report), However, I 
think the small units or sub-divisions are more realistic and significant 
| grouping at present for a number of reasons, First of all it is more 
a practical to analyse starting with the artifact, the artifact aeséiblage) 
then phase, and then later finally arriving at larger groupings such as 
| traditions when barely complete data in available, Secondly, the publication 
and. descriptions of the small units serve to agian Colleagues of the findings, 
‘L to elicit from them the antithetiec or co tive information urgently 
required, and. to provide the general litterature with comparative material 
with which to ‘lend depth and significance to other finds from other sites, 
(raylor, 1948, pp 127). Thirdly, I do not see the reality or significance 
of Taylor's classification that lumps Lerma with Alamagre when there are 
only six gere ral types in common out of 43 held and when the two have 
: entirely different subsistences (hunting vs. agricultural) and community 
patterns (nomadic microbands vs. semie«sedentery micro-bands). 
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In conclusion, I would like to thank Taylor for tle kind words 
about my report, I am gratified that he will have his advance students 
use it and I am glad he enjoyed it. It is unfortunate that he was 
unable to discern my premises and resultant methodology and it has been 
nesessary to correct him. His opinions and interpretations of ay 
archaeological materials (as well as that of others) are disappointing 
‘and for the most part not constructive, And finally, I sincerely hope 
Taylor will show more ability to analyse arahaeological materials in his 
leng awaited Coajuila monograph than he has revealed in his study of my 
materials in my report. 
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Rejoinder to Walter Taylor, 


The conjunctive approach or conjunctivitis? 


I would like to thank Walter Taylor for the kind words 
in his review of my monograph entitled "Preliminary Archaeological 
Investigations in the Sierra de Tamaulipas, Mexico", It is gratifying 
that he will have his advanced students use it and I am glad te enjoyed 
it, but as he seemed to have misunderstood what I did in it, I felt it 
was essential to write my first rejoinder, 

His criticisms fall into two categories, (1) Objections 
to what he believes were my premises and resultant methodclogy and 
(2) a number of different opinions or interpretations concerning ny 
materials from the Sierra de Tamaulipas. 

. Taylor's main criticism concerns premises he assumes I 

made, one of which reputedly was: "a change in artifact inventory 
(however slight) plus a difference in excavation unit (however determined) 
is reason to establish a separable cultural entity which he generally calls 
@ 'phase' and which he conside s comparable with other cultural entities on 
@ one-to-one basis without further dnaiyade or qualification", Taylor 
having assumed this was my premise goes on to state that "the master sequence 
was built largely on the basis of the fidings in Diablo Cave" and that by 
using a “one excavation unit + one cultural unit" premise for the interpret- 


~ ation of the materials, set up and unqualified sequence of phases, These units, 


he infer, were used for comparison whith those from similiarly ill-defined 
cultural units from other sites, This, he feels, led to the establishment 
of a multitude of siaple cultural units on the basis of my “one congery = 
one phase premise", . 


~ / 


wtolyst ted faW of sobatobeh 
 Saltivitoms} nos to Mosetqqs evitonut ace ett ‘. , 


a f 


abrrow babi edd ch rolyeT tod LsW snadt od shh bivow I A pie i oo rn 

Eso tyotcondoth reniatfert DOLE LSI ARE IPSS PELE 8 ae 
gabviitog ab 41 ."oo.buaM ceghivaas? eb ame elt mk a bap ove i 
bowotae ai bay me I hak $F oR stuabutbe beocerbe abt evar Libr od x 


sk diet I deb eberchetaipa W8vnsiscs oot a 


ARLE PO LF LA hes 
ancitootao (1) P aerpteniel ay: odat List ematottino eth rye 
bas ygolobodden tactivees bus ceetuerg wi e1ew novatlod or rea iW 

Ys galsrressoo erogatriquaias 34 armiatoe SomgRTte 36 er A 
eoqhiveme? ob sexele ocd itt rie 

I eomeas af pealoniq amieonoo setottino atan e'toleet iy 
Wlodsems sostties at egaaic s* rman xibedumen dokitw Yo oA 
(bentuzsdeb «evewod ) sim okdovaans at eomeverith = avlg (diate 1 
liso YLferetes ed dokiv yltoo Leutive afderaqes © debidades of a 
wh okie met nn my tke, haneange. SOR a See Oe 
1olyeT Mnotseott Layo vo eteylans <edier? duorisin atesd « 
eoneupse tesasa ons” Jedd otete od mo eoog seluetg ym eaw efdt I 
W dads boa Yoved olde at apniSth wid Yo atead add a0 wlontat df 
“decqieiat att wo? eebeirey Mtiow Loeneive suo ~ Ys mobbersons ott 8 


eathns va0s7 ast Te semepin solLinoae ben et eaten Maar 
hoatieb= (tt visstLbate so eect sZt mosuskmco OR hoa exew 
dnemiatidates oft of bol ,eloct of yakit sii the ane #3 ; 
= iegaco ono" xo abeat ext mo tiaw Lento ofaste meen 


iit te Vv" i 


= - Mi , 


nal 


¥ 


a 


